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In the United States District Court for the Northern 
District of California, Southern Division 


No. 259278 


JAMES A. DAGGS, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 


GROVER C. KLEIN, Rear Admiral, United States 
Navy, Commandant Mare Island Navy Yard; 
JAMES V. FORRESTAL, Secretary of the 
Navy, 

Defendants. 


COMPLAINT FOR REINSTATEMENT OF 
CIVIL SERVICE EMPLOYEE AND FOR 
COMPENSATION 

Plaintiff complains of the defendants above named 
and for cause of action against said defendants al- 
leges: 

JL, 

The matter in controversy exceeds, exclusive of 
costs or interest, the sum of three thousand dollars 
($3,000) and arises under the Constitution and Laws 
of the United States. 

ey 

That during all of the times herein mentioned 
plaintiff was and now is a citizen of the United 
States, being born in [1*] Allendale, State of Ili- 
nois, on the 7th day of March, 1889, and now resid- 


* Page numbering appearing at foot of page of original certified 
Transcript of Record. 
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ing in the City of Vallejo, County of Solano, State 
of California. 
VOL 

That during all times herein mentioned plaintiff 
was and now is a member of the Free and Accepted 
Masons, and at the time of his removal as herein- 
after set forth plaintiff was a member of the United 
Federal Workers of America, Congress of Indus- 
trial Organizations. 

TY. 

That from November 6, 1926, until being dis- 
charged in June, 1941, plaintiff was a Federal Civil 
Service employee at the Mare Island Navy Yard, 
located at Mare Island, California, commencing as a 
second class machinist and at the time of discharge, 
as hereinafter set forth, was serving as first class 
machinist, receiving $8.96 pay per day. 


Ne 

That defendant Grover C. Klein, Rear Admiral, 
United States Navy, now is the duly appointed and 
acting Commandant of the Mare Island Navy Yard, 
succeeding W. L. Friedell, Rear Admiral, United 
States Navy, as said Commandant; that during all 
times mentioned herein said defendant Klein and 
said Friedell were acting with the knowledge and 
approval of the Secretary of the Navy. 


VI. 
That defendant James V. Forrestal is the duly 
appointed and acting Secretary of the name. of the 
United States. 
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That on the 28th day of June, 1940, the Congress 
of the United States passed the Act of June 28, 1940, 
Public Law Number 671, 76th Congress, 54 Stat. 676, 
Tit. 50 U.S.C.A. App. See. 1156, providing in part 
as follows: [2] 


Provided further, That during the national 
emergency declared by the President on Sep- 
tember 8, 1939, to exist, the provisions of sec- 
tion 6 of the Act of August 24, 1912 (37 Stat. 
909; 9 U.S.C. See. 652), shall not apply to any 
civil service employee of the War or Navy De- 
partments or of the Coast Guard, or their field 
services, whose immediate removal is, in the 
opinion of the Secretary concerned warranted 
by the demands of national security, but noth- 
ing herein shall be construed to repeal, modify, 
or suspend the proviso in that section. Those 
persons summarily removed under the authority 
of this section may, if in the opinion of the See- 
retary concerned, subsequent investigation so 
warrants, be reinstated, and if so reinstated 
shall be allowed compensation for the period 
of such removal at the rate they were receiving 
on the date of removal. And provided, further, 
That within thirty days after such removal any 
such person shall have an opportunity person- 
ally to appear before the official designated by 
the Secretary concerned and be fully informed 
of the reasons for such removal, and to submit, 
within thirty days thereafter, such statement 
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or affidavits, or both, as he may desire to show 
why he should be retained and not removed. 


Vili. 

That on or about the 30th day of June, 1941, plain- 
tiff was discharged from his employment at the Mare 
Island Navy Yard and was thereafter, on the 24th 
day of July, 1941, personally informed by said 
Friedell, then Commandant of said Navy Yard, 
that the reason for the discharge was as follows: 

Sinee September, 1939, the United States of 
Ameriea has been under a condition of emer- 
gency which has now been declared by the Presi- 
dent to be unlimited. Under this condition, in 
spite of the very liberal governmental labor 
policy in the employment of its citizens, it has 
been incumbent upon all of its employees so to 
conduct themselves that there should be not the 
least concern on the part of their associates or 
their administrative officials as to their unques- 
tioned adherence to the principles of the gov- 
ernment and their loyalty in furthering its de- 
fense against enemies within or without. 

Despite the constitutional rights of imdivid- 
uals as to freedom of speech and political opin- 
ion, these rights are not directly concerned in 
the right to actual employment in a governmen- 
tal activity. This, each individual must main- 
tain for himself by the correctness of his atti- 
tude and his behaviour. 

Mr. Daggs, your discharge was warranted by 
the demands of national security and was made 
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from this Navy Yard because a confidential in- 
vestigation disclosed that you do not possess the 
requisite degree of loyalty to the United States 
to remain an employee at this Navy Yard since 
you have been actively associated with members 
of and attending meetings of [3] an organiza- 
tion which advocates the overthrow of the con- 
stitutional form of government of the United 
States. You are advised that within thirty days 
from the date of this interview, Thursday, July 
24, 1941, you have the privilege of submitting 
any Statement or affidavit, or both, which you 
may desire to show why you should be retained 
and not discharged. These must be submitted 
in writing. 
IDS 
That thereafter plaintiff informed said Friedell 
in writing as follows: 

In regards to the charges against me from the 
Navy Yard, here is my statement. 

I went to work on the Navy Yard Nov. 6, 
1926. In that time I have put in about 18 years. 
I took an interest in my work and I always call 
my supervisor’s attention to anything that was 
not right; my supervisor had me inspect the 
work of the other men when a job was finished. 

The last 4 years I have worked from 4 to 12 
P.M., and week ends I work on my ranch so I 
have had no time to associate with members or 
organizations which would or would not advo- 
eate the overthrow of the Constitutional form 
of Government of the United States. 
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I only belong to the United Federal Work- 
ers of America (C.I.0.) Union, and the Ma- 
sonic Lodge. If either one of these organiza- 
tions advocate the overthrow of our form of gov- 
ernment I would like to be informed of that. 
Furthermore I have not attended any meetings 
of any kind, not even the Union or Masonic 
Lodge, and whoever investigated me and says 
that I had been to any meetings or that I am 
active in any organization or whatever it is I 
am supposed to have done, I say, ‘‘It is a lie,”’ 
and I would like to meet that person face to 
face and have them prove when I attended these 
meetings, and what associations or organiza- 
tions I belong to outside of the two mentioned. 

OS 

That plaintiff has made repeated demands upon 
defendants and the said Friedell that he be fully 
informed of the reason for his removal as provided 
for in said Public Law No. 671 hereinabove set 
forth, and for reinstatement as a civil service em- 
ployee at the Mare Island Navy Yard together with 
compensation for the period of removal as provided 
for in said Public Law No. 671; that defendants and 
said Friedell have unlawfully failed and refused to 
fully inform [4] plaintiff of the reasons for the re- 
moval of plaintiff from said employment or to rein- 
state or compensate plaintiff; that plaintiff has at 
no time been fully informed of the reasons for his 
discharge and the only reasons given to plaintiff are 
those hereinabove specified in the statement made 
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by Friedell; that said statements were and are too 
vague and indefinite to enable plaintiff to prepare 
and submit the statements or affidavits referred to 
in Public Law 671 to show why plaintiff should be 
retained and not removed; that plaintiff believes 
that any further efforts to procure voluntary action 
on the part of defendants would be useless. 


XI. 

That plaintiff was and is entitled to the notice and 
hearing provided for by Congress in said Public 
Law No. 671 as a condition precedent to the removal 
of civil service employees; that the arbitrary and 
capricious failure and refusal of defendants and 
Friedel! to afford plaintiff the right to the said no- 
tice and hearing was and is in excess of the author- 
ity vested in defendants and Friedell by Congress 
and constitutes a violation of said Public Law No. 
671 and a violation of the right of plaintiff to due 
process of law as provided for in the 5th Amendment 
to the Constitution of the United States. 


OSL. 

That the only stated ground upon which plaintiff 
was discharged was that he had been actively associ- 
ated with members of and attending meetings of an 
organization which advocates the overthrow of the 
constitutional form of government of the United 
States; there was not and is not any charge that the 
‘alleged activities of plaintiff evidenced a working 
alliance with said unnamed organization to bring the 
said purpose to fruition. In that connection plain- 
tiff alleges that during all times herein mentioned 
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his entire course of conduct prior to his dismissal 
was [5] and now is for the attainment of wholly law- 
ful objectives. Plaintiff further alleges that without 
being informed of the name or identity of the said 
organization, the ground for the discharge of plain- 
tiff as specified made meaningless and abortive the 
provision in Public Law No. 671 giving to a dis- 
charged person, after being fully informed of the 
reasons for the removal, the right to file such state- 
ments or affidavits, or both, as he may desire to show 
why he should be retained and not removed, in that 
without being informed of the name or identity of 
said organization plaintiff was denied the right to 
set forth in any statement or affidavit whether he 
was actively associated with said organization and, 
if so, whether the organization did espouse the over- 
throw of the constitutional form of government of 
the United States and if the organization did 
espouse such an objective whether the acts of plain- 
tiff evidenced a working alliance with said organi- 
zation to bring its program to fruition. 


XLT. 

That plaintiff is wholly without remedy in the 
premises and unless this court directs the defend- 
ants to reinstate plaintiff with compensation for the 
period of removal as provided for in Public Law 
No. 671 that plaintiff will suffer irreparable injury. 


ORY. . 
That at the time of the removal of plaintiff as 
aforesaid there was due plaintiff certain accrued 
leave with pay amounting to approximately one hun- 
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dred fifty dollars ($150.00); that defendants have 
failed and refused to pay said amount or any part 
thereof to plaintiff. 


Wherefore, plaintiff prays judgment: 

1. That defendants be ordered forthwith to re- 
instate plaintiff as a civil service employee at the 
Mare Island Navy [6] Yard in the same capacity in 
which plaintiff was working at the time of his dis- 
charge. 

2. That defendants be ordered to compensate 
plaintiff for the period of his removal at the rate of 
pay plaintiff was receiving on the date of his dis- 
charge. 

3. That defendants be ordered to reinstate the 
right of plaintiff to accrued leave with pay as the 
same existed on the date of discharge. 

4. For such other and further relief as the court 
may deem proper in the premises. 


GLADSTEIN, ANDERSEN, 
RESNER, SAWYER & EDISES. 
/s/ By HERBERT RESNER 
And 
/s/ MYER C. SYMONDS, 
Attorneys for Plaintiff. [7] 


State of California, 
City and County of San Francisco—ss. 

James A. Daggs, being first duly sworn, deposes 
and says: 

That he is the plaintiff named in the within ac- 
tion; that he has read the foregoing complaint and 


1 
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knows the contents thereof; that the same is true 
of his own knowledge except as to the matters there- 
in stated on information and belief, and as to those 
matters that he believes it to be true. 


JAMES A. DAGGS. 
Subscribed and sworn to before me this 29th day 
of April, 1946. 


[Seal] /s/ ALICE C. MORSE, 
Notary Public in and for the City and County of 
San Francisco, State of California. 


[Endorsed]: Filed May 6, 1946. [8] 


[Title of Court and Cause. ] 
MOTION TO DISMISS 


Now comes the defendants James V. Forrestal, 
Seeretary of the Navy, appearing herein specially, 
and for no other purpose and objecting to the jur- 
isdiction of the Court over him and Grover C. Klein, 
Rear Admiral United States Navy, Commander, 
’ Mare Island Navy Shipyard, by Frank J. Hen- 
nessy, United States Attorney, and Wilham E. 
Licking, Assistant United States Attorney, and 
move the Court to dismiss this suit on the following 
grounds: : ; = 

0 

As to the defendant James V. Forrestal, appear- 
ing specially, the Court Jacks jurisdiction over his 
person since said defendant has his official residence 
in the District of Columbia and is not an inhabi- 
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tant, resident or citizen of California (28 U.S.C. 
112) and has not consented to be sued in this Court 
and does except to the jurisdiction of this Court and 
to the venue of these proceedings. 


II. 
That the Court lacks jurisdiction over the sub- 
ject matter of the Complaint; 


TLL. 
That the suit is in effect against the United States 
which has not consented to be sued in such a case; 


IV. 

That the Complaint fails to state a cause of action 
against defendants or any of them on which relief 
ean be granted ; 

v. 

That the suit may not be maintained in the ab- 
sence of the principal defendant, James V. Forres- 
tal, Secretary of the Navy, who, because any deter- 
mination herein will effect his rights, orders and sta- 
tutory responsibilities and duties, [9] is an indis- 
pensable party, who has not been and cannot with- 
out his consent be subjected to the jurisdiction of 
this Court. 


Wherefore, defendants pray that said Complaint 
be dismissed with prejudice. 


/s/ FRANK J. HENNESSY, 
United States Attorney. 
/s/ WILLIAM E. LICKING, 
Asst. United States Attorney, 
Attorneys for Defendants. 
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To: Plaintiff above named, and to Messrs. Glad- 
stein, Andersen, Resner, Sawyer & Edises, 250 
Montgomery Street, San Francisco, 4, Califor- 
nia, his attorney: 


Please Take Notice that the undersigned will 
bring the attached Motion to Dismiss on for hear- 
ing before this Court at Room 338 Post Office and 
Court House Building, City and County of San 
Francisco, California, on the 16th day of Septem- 
ber, 1946; at 10:00 o’clock in the forenoon of that 
day or as soon thereafter as counsel can be heard. 


/s/ FRANK J. HENNESSY, 
United States Attorney. 


Asst. United States Attorney, 
Attorneys for Defendants. 


[Endorsed]: Filed Sep. 3, 1946. [11] 


[Title of District Court and Cause. ] 


MEMORANDUM OPINION ON MOTION TO 
DISMISS AND ORDER DISMISSING ACTION 


Plaintiff Daggs brought this action in May, 1946, 
against Rear Admiral Grover C. Klein as Comman- 
dant of the Mare Island Navy Yard, and James V. 
Forrestal as Secretary of the Navy. The relief 
sought is a mandatory order directed to defendants 
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compelling them (a) to reinstate plaintiff as a civil 
service employee at Mare Island in the same ¢a- 
pacity in which he was serving when he was dis- 
charged; (b) to compensate plaintiff for the period 
of his removal at the same rate of pav he was re- 
ceiving when he was discharged; and (c) to re- 
store to plaintiff his right to aecrued leave with pay. 

Goverument counsel representing defendants ‘‘ap- 
peared specially’? and moved to dismiss the action 
with prejudice, on the grounds that the Court had 
no jurisdiction of the subject matter or of Secre- 
tary Forrestal and that the complaint fails to state 
a claim upon which relief could be granted. The mo- 
tion was supported by a showing [12] that Seere- 
tary Forrestal had not been served with process, 
that he had not waived service and that he had not 
appeared except to challenge jurisdiction of the 
court. On the remaining grounds of the motion the 
argument was, in substance, that it is apparent from 
the complaint that the alleged wrongful conduct of 
the Secretary of the Navy was, under the statute 
pleaded, discretionary and that discretionary power 
lawfully conferred and duly exercised is not sub- 
ject to judicial interference; that the forum of plain- 
tiff’s action is the Court of Claims; and that the 
action is, in effect, an action against the United 
States. These arguments were supported by per- 
suasive authority. Nevertheless, for reasons here- 
aftcr appearing, if no motion to dismiss had been 
filed, the Court, sua sponte, would have and does 
now observe that it lacks jurisdiction to entertain 
the cause. 
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Jurisdictional allegations are that the matter in 
controversy exceeds, ‘‘exclusive of costs or interest, 
the sum of (3000) and arises under the Constitution 
and Laws of the United States.”” (Jud. Code §24 (1), 
28 U.S.C.A. $411). The complaint makes no other 
reference to the Constitution. The law pleaded is the 
Act of June 28, 1940, Pubhe Law 671, 76th Congress, 
o4 Stat. 676, 50 U.S.C.A. App. §1151-1156). Plain- 
tiff predicates his action on § 6 of that Act, which 
provides for reemployment of returned employees 
under the Civil Service Retirement Act of May 29, 
1930, for suspension of retirement annuity payments 
during reemployment; deductions for annuity re- 
tirement, etc., all of which is preliminary to the fol- 
lowing proviso: [13] 

“That during the national emergency * * * 
the provisions of the Act of August 24, 1912 
* * * shall not apply to any civil service em- 
ployee of the War or Navy departments * * * 
whose immediate removal is, in the opinion of 
the secretary (of the Navy) concerned, is war- 
ranted by the demands of national security * * * 
Those persons summarily removed may, if in 
the opinion of the Secretary concerned and sub- 
sequent investigation so warrants, be reinstated, 
and if so reinstated shall be allowed compensa- 
tion for the period of such removal at the rate 
they were receiving on the date of re- 
moval’ *,?? 


The Section further provides that within 30 days 
after removal a removed person may appear and be 
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fully informed of the reason for his discharge and 
thereafter, within 30 days, he may make statements 
or affidavits of why he should be retained and not 
removed. 

In substance, and so far as now pertinent, the 
complaint alleges that from November 6, 1926, to 
June 30, 1941, plaintiff was a federal civil service 
employee at Mare Island; that on or about the last 
mentioned date he was discharged by Rear Ad- 
miral W. L. Friedell, then Commandant of the Navy 
Yard; that on July 24, 1941, plaintiff was advised 
in writing by Friedell that his discharge was war- 
ranted by the demands of national security because 
a confidential investigation had disclosed that he 
did not possess the requisite loyalty to the United 
States by reason of his active association with an or- 
ganization which advocated overthrow of the con- 
stitutional form of government of the United States; 
that thereafter plaintiff informed Friedell in writ- 
ing (of facts on which he relied for his retention to- 
gether with his personal opinion) why he should not 
have been discharged; that repeated demands had 
been made on defendants and Friedell that plaintiff 
be fully informed of the reasons for his removal 
and for compensation; that defendants and Friedel] 
had unlawfully failed and refused (to comply) ; and 
that [14] plaintiff is without a remedy unless this 
court orders the relief prayed. 

On its face the complaint shows that this action 
does not arise under the Constitution or any law of 
the United States. In other words no federal ques- 
tion is presented. (See Leather Manufacturers 
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Bank v. Cooper, 120 U.S. 778; Campbell v. Chase 
Mewonal Bank, 2 Cu, 71 F. 2d. 669). To come 
within the jurisdiction of the District Court on the 
basis pleaded, more is required than that the right 
sought to be enforced originated in a federal law. 
(Cook County v. Calumet Etc. Co., 188 U. 8. 635). 
It is at least debatable whether or not plaintiff has 
a right of action and if so whether it originated in 
the law relied on. To arise under a law of the 
United States an action must involve a controversy 
respecting the validity, construction or effect of ihe 
law pleaded, upon the determination of which the 
result depends (Shulthis v. McDougal, 225 U.S. 
p61, 569; In Re Winn, 213 U.S. 458, 465; Fully v. 
First National Bank, 299 U. 8S. 109; Marshall v. 
Desert Properties Co., 9 Cir. 103 F, 2d 551; Chaskin 
vy. Thompson, 9 Cir, 148 F. 2d 566; Bell v. Hood, 
Cis, 150 4h. 2d 97, 100; Barmbhart v. Western 
Maryland Ry. Co., 2 Cir. 128 F. 2d 709; Miller 
v. Long, 4 Cir., 152 F. 2d 197). 

The instant action has no relation to the validity, 
’ construction or effect of the law relied on. On the 
contrary the subject matter, if any, is the failure 
of Rear Admiral Friedell (who, by the way, is not 
a party defendant) and these defendants fully to 
inform plaintiff of the reason for his discharge; and 
this in the face of pleading the written evidence of 
such information. The fact, if it be a fact, that 
plaintiff is remediless has no place in considering 


the question or jurisdiction, which is statutory. 
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The action will be dismissed for lack of juris- 
diction. 


It Is So Ordered. 


Aa. SUES 
United States District Judge. 


Dated: November 27, 1946. 
[Endorsed]: Filed Nov. 29, 1946. 
[Title of District Court and Cause. ] 


NOTICE OF APPEAL 
(Under Rule 73(B)) 


Notice Is Hereby Given that James A. Daggs, 
Plaintiff above named hereby appeals to the Circuit 
Court of Appeals for the 9th Circuit from the 
Order of the above entitled Court dismissing the 
above-entitled action entered in this action on the 
29th day of November, 1946. 


Dated: January 10, 1947. 


GLADSTEIN, ANDERSEN, 
RESNER, & SAWYER, 


HERBERT RESNER, 
NORMAN LEONARD, 
Attorneys for Plaintiff. 


[Endorsed]: Filed Jan. 21, 1947. [17] 
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DESIGNATION OF 
RECORD ON APPEAL 


Comes now James A. Daggs, plaintiff and appel- 
lant herein and designates the following as the 
record on appeal in the above entitled matter: 

1. Complaint for Reinstatement of Civil Service 

Employee and for Compensation, filed herein 
on May 6, 1946. 

2. Motion to Dismiss. 

3. Memorandum Opinion on Motion to Dismiss 
and Order Dismissing Action, filed herein on 
November 29, 1946. 

4, Notice of Appeal, filed herein on January 21, 
1947. 

d. This Designation of Record on Appeal. 


Dated: January 28, 1947. 


GLADSTEIN, ANDERSEN, 
RESNER & SAWYER, 

HERBERT RESNER, 

NORMAN LEONARD. 


Filed Jan. 30, 1947. [18] 


[Title of District Court and Cause.] 
ORDER EXTENDING TIME TO DOCKET 


Good cause appearing therefor, it is hereby 
Ordered that the Appellant herein may have to and 
including April 11, 1947, to file the Record on 
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Appeal in the United States Cirenuit Court of Ap- 
peals in and for the Ninth Circuit. 


Dated: February 28, 1947. 


MICHAEL J. ROCHE, 
United States District Judge. 


[Endorsed]: Filed Feb. 28, 1947. [19] 


District Court of the United States 
Northern District of California 


CERTIFICATE OF CLERK TO 
TRANSCRIPT OF RECORD ON APPEAL 


I. C. W. Calbreath, Clerk of the District Court 
of the United States, for the Northern District of 
California, do hereby certify that the foregoing 
nineteen pages, numbered from 1 to 19, inclusive, 
eontain a full, true, and correct transcript of the 
records and proceedings in the case of James A. 
Daggs, Plaintiff, vs. Grover C. Klein, ete. et al., | 
Defendants, No. 259278, as the same now remain 
on file and of record in my office. 


J further certify that the cost of preparing and 
certifying the foregoing transcript of record on 
appeal is the sum of $3.60 and that the said amount 
has been paid to me by the Attorney for the 
appellant herein. 


In Witness Whereof, I have hereunto set my 
hand and affixed the seal of said District Court at 
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San Francisco, California, this 18th day of March 
A.D. 1947. 
C. W. CALBREATH, 
Clerk. 
/s/ M. E. VAN BUREN, 
Deputy Clerk. [20] 


[Endorsed]: Received March 26, 1947. 
Filed May 7, 1947. 


— 


[Endorsed]: No. 11581. United States Circuit 
Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit. James A. 
Dages, Appelant, vs. Grover C. Klein, Rear Ad- 
miral, United States Navy, Commandant, Mare 
Island Navy Yard and James V. Forrestal, Secre- 
tary of the Navy, Appellee. Transcript of Record. 
Upon Appeal from the District Court of the United 
States for the Northern District of California, 
Southern Division. 


Filed April 5, 1947. 
PAUL P.O BRIBN, 


Clerk of the United States Circuit Court of Appeals 
for the Ninth Circuit. 
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United States Cireuit Court of Appeals 
for the Ninth Circuit 


No. 11581 


JAMES A. DAGGS, 
Appellant, 
vs. 


GROVER C. KLEIN, Rear Admiral, United States 
Navy, Commandant, Mare Island Navy Yard; 
JAMES V. FORRESTAL, Secretary of the 
Navy, 

Respondents. 


STATEMENT OF POINTS TO BE RELIED 
UPON AND DESIGNATION OF PARTS 
OF RECORD TO BE PRINTED 


Comes now James A. Daggs, the appellant in 
the above-entitled cause, and states that the points 
upon which he intends to rely in this court in this 
case are as follows: 

It, 


That the Court below erred in granting respond- 
ents’ motion to dismiss for lack of jurisdiction in 
that the Court below did have jurisdiction since 
it appears on the face of the complaint that the 
construction and application of a Federal statute 
is involved in this proceeding. 


IT. 
Appellant further states that the whole of the 
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record as filed is necessary for the consideration 
of the case. 


Dated: May 6, 1947. 


GLADSTEIN, ANDERSEN, 
RESNER & SAWYER, 


/s/ HERBERT RESNER, 
/s/ NORMAN LEONARD, 
Counsel for Appellant. 
Receipt of foregoing Statement of Points hereby 
acknowledged this 7th day of May, 1947. 
FRANK J. HENNESSY, 
U. 8. Attorney. 


[Endorsed] Filed May 7, 1947. 


